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Abstract
Institutional Digital Repositories (IDRs) throughout the World are at a critical point in their
development. The barriers are multifaceted and derive from the different stakeholders such as
organization, funding body, publishers, users, academicians, administrators, and the governmental
policies. The problems that have been identified after reviewing existing literatures are basically
three folds viz. technical (hardware, software, open standard), non-technical (administrative, policy
issue) and cultural (social acceptance, advocacy and promotion etc). The main objective of the
study is to discuss several key parameters that are required to be considered before developing
institute-specific IDR. Here, the following four issues viz. advocacy and promotion, content
recruitment, content quality, copyrights and licensing included in cultural part have been discussed.
Keywords: Open Access, Institutional Digital Repositories, Advocacy and Promotion, Self
Archiving, Content Quality, Content Recruitment, Copyrights and Licensing
Advocacy and Promotion
Advocacy has become a crucial aspect of ‘Institutional Digital Repositories’ movement (Chan,
Kwok & Yip, 2005) as it is relatively new concept to the academic community and majority of our
users are unfamiliar with the concept. Continuous support and advocacy programme was found to
be helpful in increasing awareness about IDR among the masses (Dill & Palmer, 2005; Morgan &
Team IDR, 2006; Roy, 2015). Johnson (2008) has rightly said that ‘advocacy is a route to achieve
the crucial goal, real cultural change’. A number of studies (Jones, Andrew & MacColl, 2006;
Mackie, 2004; Markey et al., 2007; Bevan, 2007; Greig, 2004) have advocated several methods to
populate IDR.
Awareness and advocacy activities can be of different formats such as seminars, webinars,
brochures, leaflets etc (RECODE, 2014) and a number of strategies could be used including topdown and bottom-up, blanket and targeted approaches to populate IDR (DRIVER, 2008). Several
studies (Mark & Shearer, 2006; Horwood et al., 2004; Ashworth, Mackie & Nixon, 2004; Pinfield,
Gardner & MacColl, 2002; Barton & Waters, 2004–2005) have reported a number of strategies (e.g.
brochures, campus newsletters, campus newsletters/newspapers etc.) that existing IDRs have
already used, or can use to encourage its acceptance and uptake. This study (Weenink, Waaijers &
Godtsenhoven, 2007) suggested six good practices based on European context that influences the
development of IDR.

Continued marketing and promotion leads to the continued growth of the IDR (Leary, Lundstrom &
Martin, 2012), as IDR is considered as a product that needs to attract a market (Gierveld, 2006). It is
well established that successful promotional efforts including aggressive marketing and value-added
services can only increase faculty participation in IDR system (Troll Covey, 2011). It has been
suggested by many studies (Shearer, 2003; Kim, 2006) that the success of IDRs will be determined
eventually by their uptake and use by researchers. It is needed because there is a serious lack of
visibility (McKay, 2007; Davis & Conolly, 2007) and usage (Kim, 2006; Woodland & Ng, 2006)
among authors and information seekers. Another group of authors (Davis & Connelly, 2007;
Watson, 2007) put emphasis on faculty attitudes, motivations, and behaviors for non-participation in
IDR and encourage academic communities to deposit their work. It may be due to the fact that our
academicians, researchers are not aware about the quality of contents (ALPSP, 2002; Bentum, 2001;
Gonzalez & Porcel, 2007) as well as copyright and plagiarism issues (Suber, 2008; Abrizah, 2009).
A study by Christian (2008) and Nwokedi (2011) revealed that the major barriers to the use of IR by
the faculty in University of Lagos and University of Jos are lack of awareness or ignorance, fear of
plagiarism, constant power failure, copyright issues, server unavailability and lack of time.
Several other experts (Aschenbrenner et al., 2008; Lynch, 2003; Thibodeau, 2007; Westell, 2006)
put emphasis on collaboration and participation of stakeholders or community members to increase
accessibility and usability of IDR. Bamigbola (2014) opined that “the use of IR is jointly
determined by level of awareness and attitude.”
Pickton & McKnight (2006) put emphasis not only on academic staff but also on library staff who
can help submitters in deposition process through the use of a system of ‘mediated deposit’.
Kamraninia & Abrizah (2010) opined that librarians have not taken on the proper roles or developed
the skills necessary to promote an IR. Armbruster (2011) also insisted librarians as well as other OA
advocates to archive on behalf of the authors or to assist depositors or to introduce mediated
deposit.
Markland & Brophy (2005) pointed out that IDR to be successful, cultural change must be achieved
through advocacy or ‘getting the right message to the right people with the tone and contents varied
by audience’ (Johnson, 2008). Some other experts (Hubbard, 2003; Ware, 2004) identified cultural
rather than technological factors that limit the use and development of IDRs.
Some other experts have shared their practical experiences and discussed various attempts that they
had adopted to populating repositories as well as encouraging faculties to participate in their own
IDR such as at University of Oregon (Jenkins, Breakstone & Hixson, 2005); University of
Melbourne (Horwood et al., 2004); University of Glasgow (Ashworth, Mackie & Nixon, 2004).
For example, arranging incentives such as awarding prizes (Cullen & Chawner, 2008). Xia et al.
(2012) showed how this strategy had become fruitful in University of Minho, Portugal in adding
material to the repository. Peter Suber (Suber, 2008), one of the prominent OA advocate had
suggested three principles viz. use of mandatory language regarding university expectations; faculty
and staff education and assistance; and incentives to use the repository.
Covey (2011) points out the overall attitudes of faculty unwilling to accept IRs – and the concept of
Open Access in general – as a lack of awareness, understanding, incentives or mandates;
indifference; opposition to change; unwillingness to take risks; and a lack of adoption by others.
Content Recruitment
“Recruitment of content, not technology, is the greatest barrier to success” (Gibbons, 2004b) and is
considered as the most vital issue for the development of IDR (Westrienen & Lynch, 2005). Jones
(2007) rightly opined that building technological infrastructure is not hard but “deciding on what

content and preservation approaches are the matter of concern”. The objective of establihing IR will
be effective if there are sufficient resources and is accessible to users.
Several studies (Heery & Anderson, 2005; Davis & Connolly, 2007; Salo, 2008) have consistently
reported that recruiting contents is a difficult task and has been enlisted by IDR staff (Crow 2002b;
Chan, 2004; Shearer, 2004, 2005; Mackie, 2004; Barton & Waters, 2004–2005; Jenkins, Breakstone
& Hixson, 2005; Graham, Skaggs & Stevens, 2005; Chan, Kwok & Yip, 2005; Bell, Foster &
Gibbons, 2005). Some other studies (Westell, 2006; Sale, 2006a; Jingfeng, 2006; Kingsley, 2008)
have raised several questions and issues such as mandate; integration with planning; funding model;
relationship with digitization centers; interoperability; measurement; promotion; and preservation
strategy, personal name identification etc. relating to this issue.
Several studies have already proposed different motivating strategies such as devising collection
development policy (Genoni, 2004; Pettijohn & Neville, 2003); research publication system (Feijen
et al., 2007); making the deposit of articles appear fun and attractive, self-archiving mandates, and
providing services (Giesecke, 2011); and values of librarianship; collecting and preserving an
institution’s scholarship (Bailey et al., 2006a).
Carr & Brody (2007) stated that the key to a successful repository is sustained deposits and the
success depends on contributions from the faculties, researchers, yet not all faculties contribute to
repositories in the institution (Casey, 2012). But faculty’s lack of understanding of the IDR (Davis
& Connolly, 2007; Foster & Gibbons, 2005; Rieh et al., 2007b), limited technical skill and lack of
additional time to deposit research articles (Xia et al., 2012) into IDR are considered as the key
problems of recruiting contents. Self-deposition or self-submission by depositors is also considered
as another barrier to content recruitment because faculties feel it overworked and thus not widely
adopted (Walters, 2007). To solve this problem, Exline (2016) suggested mediated deposit (by
library staff) because it works better in acquiring content to IR.
To achieve sustained deposits, community engagement is essential (Henty, 2007). Jenkins,
Breakstone & Hixson (2005) described recruitment approaches through creation of user
communities by the librarian. Many authors have advocated for mandates as a solution for the slow
population of IRs (Pinfield, 2005; Jones et al., 2006; Thiede, 2014).
Another group of authors (Hassen, 2006; Mark & Shearer, 2006; Kim, 2006) have suggested several
others recruitment strategies including accessibility, publicity, professional recognition, contents
harvesting, usage, feedback etc. for an IDR. The other studies (ALPSP, 2002; Bentum, 2001;
Gonzalez & Porcel, 2007) concluded that the process of recruiting content depends on quality of
contents.
Davis & Connolly (2007) concluded that use of IDR by faculties depend on disciplinary cultures
and reward structures while Foster & Gibbons (2005) mentioned three ways (deposit process,
created researcher pages for faculty, promoting IR in the faculty’s language etc.) of promoting
contents of IDR. Aggressive marketing (Troll Covey, 2011) and providing value-added services are
necessary to increase faculty participation (Bankier & Perciali, 2008) in IDR. Giesecke (2011)
reported that arranging additional incentives to the depositors may be helpful in acquiring content
into IDR.
Content Quality
The accessibility and usability of an IR solely depends on quality of content because contents are
considered as the most important factor to show the success of a repository (Macha & de
Jager, 2011). But still quality of contents is a low-prioritized aspect of digital libraries and digital

repositories as all public funded research results or peer reviewed reports are not of high quality
especially where pre-prints are concerned (Kling & McKim, 1999). It has become a great issue for
most academicians including researchers as most of the readers want high quality, peer reviewed
articles in their domain (Swan & Brown, 2003). This uncertainty presents another obstacle to
faculty participation in IRs, as authors give importance only on peer view quality articles (ALPSP,
2002; Bentum, 2001). So, guaranteeing the quality of the contents is important to win the
willingness of the authors and to achieve the intended outer institutional visibility (Gonzalez &
Porcel, 2007). But, academicians generally authors are not well aware about the quality issue and
do not consider it as an important issue (ALPSP, 2002; Bentum, 2001; Gonzalez & Porcel, 2007).
Establishing quality assurance and control strategies are important not only for the trustworthiness
of IR resources but also for re-use and long-term preservation of research data (RECODE, 2014)
and quality management systems are needed to define processes for the production and
management of data and metadata (RLG & NARA, 2005). There are different grades of perceived
content quality. Several authors (Robertson, 2005; Ochoa & Duval, 2009; Park, 2009) put emphasis
on quality of metadata because low-quality metadata compromise the effectiveness of services that
repositories provide to their users. Jones (2007) reported that validation and verification of the data
can be done in two levels viz. the metadata about a particular scholarly work and the organizational
and contextual information about the work. Roy (2015) proposed two ways viz. quality of the
metadata and quality of file formats. Another study put emphasis on validity and authenticity of the
submitted item and concluded that it is the responsibility of the content contributors, and is not
checked by the repository (SHERPA, 2007). Another study put emphasis on quality of
documentation as one of the evaluative criteria for any repository and this difficult issue should be
made by individual institution and not mandated by international standards (Genoni, 2004).
Crow (2002a) recommended for differentiating between pre-prints and published peer-reviewed
research. Pinfield & James (2003) proposed a mechanism for clear labeling of pre- and post-prints
version into two separate sections or in separate areas of the site. Probets & Jenkins (2006) supports
this view and suggested to segregate pre- and post-prints into separate repositories. Harnad (2003)
recommended that work should be submitted to a refereed journal, and then the post-print should be
self-archived in a digital repository.
Measuring content quality is a vital issue and should be assessed by experts and colleagues in the
field concerned (Green, Macdonald & Rice, 2009). Kling, Spector & McKim (2002) argued that
reputation of the respective department (in case of non-peer view articles) ensures the quality of the
documents. Wang & Wang (2012) put emphasis on selection of persons or experts with
corresponding background knowledge to review the achievements submitted by researchers. Lee,
Goh & Chua (2010) suggested that it could be done by the knowledge management expert within
the institution using a standardized checklist tool. Even, it may be reviewed by the Dean or Head of
the Department (http://www.lib.unimelb.edu.au/eprints/collectionpolicy.htm). Day (2003) argued
that as focus of an IR is on contents (peer-reviewed or not), the choice being left to those who
develop their collection policies.
Copyrights and Licensing
Copyright remains the biggest obstacle in self-archiving articles in IR (Gadd, Oppenheim & Probets
2003a, 2003b; Chan, 2004; Allen, 2005; Foster & Gibbons, 2005; Abrizah, 2009; Stanton & Liew,
2012). Several authors (Harnad, 1999; Van Orsdel & Born, 2005) emphasized that one of the rights
that authors should seriously consider retaining is the right to self-archive. But authors are not
always aware of the full copyright implications of their work (Swan & Brown, 2005) and had fewer
concerns over the use and potential abuse of their work (i.e. plagiarism, integrity and commercial
use) (Gadd, Oppenheim & Probets, 2003c). However, most authors are afraid of breaching

copyright and do not want to devote time to review the publishing conditions imposed by publishers
(Bîrsan et al., 2014).
The first RoMEO (Rights Metadata for Open Archiving) survey results showed that only 3 percent
of authors insisted on retaining copyright, with 49 percent assigning copyright to publishers
reluctantly, 41 percent assigning it freely, and 7 percent indicating that publishers did not retain
copyright (Gadd, Probets & Oppenheim, 2003a). They concluded that 90% of the authors still
assign copyright in exchange for publication, with 50% doing so reluctantly. In another report
(Rowlands, Nicholas, & Huntingdon, 2004), it was found that only 13 percent of authors took a
“detailed interest,” and 46 percent took no interest in copyright. Swan & Brown (2005), after
surveying 1296 authors reported that 22 percent did not know who retained copyright, 35 percent
reported that they retained copyright, 37 percent said that the publisher was the copyright holder,
and 6 percent indicated another party as the copyright holder. Another study (Hoorn & van der
Graaf, 2006) reported that 71% prefer to keep copyright, 2% prefer to transfer copyright to
publishers, 23% are neutral about the choice between the two, and 4% do not know.
This is due to the fact that authors are not aware of conditions of copyright or copyright transfer
agreements and several authors (Swan & Brown, 2005; Relman, 1981; Angell & Kassirer, 1991;
Gadd, Probets & Oppenheim, 2003b; Antelman, 2006) have focused on creating awareness of selfarchiving and licensing policies.
RECODE (2014) reported that researchers and institutions have already adopted strategies and
measures to address potential legal and ethical issues, such as access control mechanisms, licensing
and ‘soft law’ measures, and many of these strategies are used to address both legal and ethical
issues. Another study (Weenink, Waaijers & Godtsenhoven, 2007; Joint, 2006a) outlined some
useful insights into how to manage copyright and other intellectual rights aspects of digital library
collections relevant for digital repositories development. Lynch (1994) suggested solutions like
dedicated server, document digest algorithms, and cryptographic signatures to overcome some of
these problems. Another project “A guide to developing open access through your digital
repository” covers important issues (e.g. licensing, technical considerations such as software and
metadata) relating to copy right and provides valuable directions to the repository managers
(Pappalardo & Fitzgerald, 2007). This report contains important sections that discuss pre-prints and
post-prints and copyright issues.
Hoorn (2005) put emphasis on and considers ways librarians can support scholars in managing the
demands of copyright so as to respond to the needs of scholarly communication. A survey report
(Hanlon & Ramirez, 2011)) of IRs managers indicated that a majority of IRs follow a mediated
deposit process, with librarians and library staff holding the role of copyright clearance. The other
authors (Besek et al., 2008) reviewed current copy right and related laws and their impact on
preservation.
Another report (ALPSP, 2002) suggested that authors and faculties are now aware of the IPR issues
and they consider it important to retain copyright with them. They don’t want their materials to be
used by others and want to keep self-archiving rights and rights for personal educational use with
them (Kling & McKim, 2000; Bennett, 1999). Gadd, Oppenheim & Probets (2003d, 2003e)
adocated that material placed in an IR should be owned by the institution, the author or, in the case
of a post print, a publisher. A number of model authors’ addenda have been proposed for use by
authors to ensure that they retain the right to deposit and reuse their research articles (Roy, Biswas
& Mukhopadhyay, 2017). Another group of authors (Gadd, Oppenheim & Probets, 2004; Xia et al.,
2012; Pujar, 2014) have recommended the use of Creative Commons (CC) license to express the
rights attached to individual research papers.
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